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Abstract
  The concept of competitiveness has no widely accepted deﬁ  nition and not yet 
developed a comprehensive model to formalize its content. Current status of research in 
the ﬁ  eld of competitiveness  sidestep to conceptual disputes.
  National competitiveness is estimated by most experts as the ability to provide 
public economy on a sustainable basis, higher living standards and growing.
  Keywords: indicators, competitiveness, decision, risk, proﬁ  t performance.
***
  Given the growing increase in business competition, competitiveness requires 
as a sine qua non, there is a comprehensive information system, rigorous, always able 
to provide information on company performance, the evolution of these performances, 
that permanent adjustment to market conditions and to consumer demands. There is a 
strong relationship between quality and competitiveness. To be competitive, tenderers 
must be working continually to meet consumer demand. Competitiveness is an engine 
for development.
  The World Bank competitiveness “cumulative elements which confer a high 
position of an economic entity from its competitors”.
  Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development deﬁ  nes 
competitiveness as “the ability of enterprises, industries, regions, nations or supranational 
complex inputs to ensure a proﬁ  t and a relatively high level of use on a sustainable basis, 
in circumstances in which they are exposed to free “.
  M. Porter developed the concept of competitive advantage in 1990, resulted in 
his sense of: the conditions of supply and demand factors, the existence of supporting 
industries, ﬁ  rm strategies, market structures.
  In 1994 P. Krugman referring to competitiveness says that countries should 
not be regarded as competitors in international markets, ﬁ  rms compete only by products 
/ services, countries can compete instead in attracting international mobility factors - 
capital and skilled labor - taking advantage of location and beneﬁ  ts available and consist 
of low level of corporate taxation, the efﬁ  ciency of public infrastructure, fair regulations 
and not very expensive labor.
  Competitiveness Report in 1999 that appreciate the adaptability of an 
enterprise in market dynamics is rather an important factor to increase competitiveness 
than specialization and its evolution. National economies ability to adapt quickly and 
effectively to the requirements of higher capitalization of the opportunities offered by the 
globalization constitutes a remarkable competitiveness.
  National competitiveness is estimated by most experts as the ability to provide Romanian Statistical Review nr. 11 / 2011
public economy on a sustainable basis, higher living standards and growing. Among 
the major objectives of the Lisbon strategy adopted by the European Council in 2000 
listed as the main resort of competitiveness, productivity growth in a sustainable way and 
increase utilization of medium-term labor.
  In 2002 the Department of Commerce and Industry of Great Britain is developing 
a set of indicators to serve more relevant to compare the performance of the UK economy 
to other economies to identify priorities for action by the executive.
  European Commission, 2003 Annual Report for the Spring European Council 
uses a set of 106 structural indicators, which give details necessary for calculating, 
assessing the competitiveness of national economies.
  The European Commission reports for 2003 and 2004 shows that despite the 
proposed objectives, the European Union’s economic growth slowed visibly after the 
Lisbon European Council’s work in 2000.
  The issue of competitiveness is a constant concern both at micro and macro 
level. The Sectoral Operational Programme ‘Increase of Economic Competitiveness 
“shows that after analyzing the current situation and SWOT analysis, there is a slow 
or bad inﬂ  uence of certain factors on competitiveness. Although substantial progress in 
recent years, Romania has serious gaps in competitiveness in relation to EU member 
states.
  Regarding the competitiveness shown in the program that should not be 
regarded as a process of exploitation of short-term advantages (eg low cost of labor), 
but as a process of building an economic structure based on capital investment and on 
research, development and innovation.
  C. Mereuta developed in 2006, the research centers of excellence projects: 
growth, employment and competitiveness in the knowledge economy, a model for 
assessing the competitiveness of manufacturing industries for growth, using a set of six 
economic indicators.
  2010-2011 global competitiveness report ranks Romania 67th out of 139 
countries assessed, with 4.16 points obtained from a maximum of 7 possible. Previous 
year, reported the same number of countries, Romania maintains 67th. In the 27 EU 
countries, Romania is ranked 24, positioning itself better than Latvia, Bulgaria and 
Greece.
  The National Defense Strategy “For Romania, which ensures security and 
prosperity of future generations” shows that the states, competitiveness and efﬁ  ciency 
are given the degree to which they fail to utilize their resources optimally. A competitive 
state is one in which its members can work freely in order to ensure prosperity, dignity 
and personal development.
  French economist Philippe Herzog presented in Bucharest, in February 2011 
at a conference organized by the European Institute of Romania and the Embassy of 
France, on “After Lisbon: rethinking strengthening the internal market and economic 
competitiveness of the European Union,” an original vision of European competitiveness 
and economic coordination. This from the “Competitiveness pact agreed by Nicolas 
Sarkozy and Angela Merkel” proposes to extend its logic so that there is coordination 
between European countries closer economic, ﬁ  scal convergence would entail social and Revista Română de Statistică nr. 11 / 2011
strengthening the internal market and investment in human capital and productive in 
Europe.
  Philippe Herzog proposes creation of educational and research networks to 
facilitate innovation, access to resources and share costs, coordination of European 
industries and closer cooperation between European companies for major investment 
projects, adapting competition policy, ﬁ   nancial markets to support diversion “ real 
economy ‘, strengthening the internal market, the introduction of reciprocity in 
international economic relations - foreign companies investing in the European market 
comply with European rules and standards.
  In Romania, the government should create a position of minister delegate for 
issues of competitiveness, to promote and implement the National Competitiveness 
Council future decisions (CNC) which will be the next Executive to coordinate public 
policies, says the program National Reform 2011-2013, recently adopted by Victoria 
Palace.
  CNC will be a consultative body under the Government of Romania, with 
responsibilities in “strategic and operational coordination of public policies to ensure 
competitive development of the Romanian economy and development of Romania’s 
competitiveness strategy.” Council will prepare biannual reports on the implementation 
of the strategy set and assess its impact.
 
Evaluation of competitiveness in terms of speciﬁ  c indicators of economic and 
ﬁ  nancial analysis
  Based on an idea developed by C. apples in the project research centers of 
excellence: Growth, employment and competitiveness in the knowledge economy - 2006 
to assess competitiveness, have been adapted following ﬁ  nancial indicators: proﬁ  tability 
rate commercial rate of return ﬁ  nancial equity rotation rate, the rate of global autonomy, 
debt coverage level, labor productivity, short-term debt ratio, total debt ratio, solvency 
ratio global rate of ﬁ  xed assets, personnel expenses rate, ﬁ  xed rate ﬁ  nancing.
  In applying the model we used data of three companies (coded S1, S2, S3) of 
trade, for the years 2008-2010, presented in Annex 1-Table of the main data of companies 
S1, S2, S3 in the period 2008 -2010.
  Calculation were introduced in 12 (twelve) indicators. Formulas are presented 
in Annex 2-The calculation of indicators, for which values were obtained from Appendix 
3-Values of indicators calculated at companies S1, S2, S3 for the period 2008-2010.
  Indicator values of the three companies were reported to average values of trade 
activity indicators (2008-2010) - Appendix 4.
  In relation to reference values of economic indicators in the activity analysis, 
we have the following points:
  -relatively strong - good value indicators in relation to the system of reference,   
rated by 1;
  -relatively weak - indicators unfavorable values in relation to the reference 
system, rated by -1;
  -indifference - indicators with values within ± 5% compared with the 
reference system, rated by 0.Romanian Statistical Review nr. 11 / 2011
Scale ranking of ﬁ  rms
Table no.1
No. Class Signiﬁ  cance Total points
1A + Signiﬁ  cantly favorable condition 7÷12
2 A Favorable condition 1÷6
3 B Neutral condition 0
4 C Unfavorable condition -1÷-6
5C - Signiﬁ  cantly unfavorable condition -7÷-12
  Were established strengths, and weaknesses of ﬁ  rms S1, S2, S3 in the period 
2008-2010 - Appendix No. 5.
  Evaluation of the economic dynamics of the three companies have been 
recruited using “dynamic state diagram”, which positions the company class 
classiﬁ  cation in each year of the period 2008-2010.
          
Diagram S1 dynamic company status
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Diagram S2 dynamic company status
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  Diagram S3 dynamic company status
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  Dynamic evaluation average was calculated using a scale from 1 (grade C-) 
to 5 (Class A +), according to Ed=
3
3
1 ¦Ni
.
          
Dynamic evaluation values
Table no.3
Class Ed Value Signiﬁ  cance  between 2009-2010
A+
d 4,5 < Ed ≤ 5,0 Signiﬁ  cantly favorable condition
Ad 3,5 < Ed ≤ 4,5  Favorable condition
Bd 2,5 < Ed ≤ 3,5 Neutral condition
Cd 1,5 < Ed ≤ 2,5 Unfavorable condition
C-
d 1,0 < Ed ≤ 1,5 Signiﬁ  cantly unfavorable condition
  Resulting from this calculation (for the three companies) following dynamic 
assessment indicator values :
  - S1 results  Ed = (4+3+4)/3 = 3,67. Means that the company is in the Ad 
class, namely a favorable economic condition;
  - S2 results  Ed = (3+3+4)/3 = 3,34. Means that the company is in the Bd 
class, namely a neutral economic condition;
  - S3 results  Ed = (4+2+1)/3 = 2,34. Means that the company is in the Cd   
class, namely an unfavorable economic condition.
   For the overall evaluation Ed of the economic status of the ﬁ  rm to be 
considered employment in the ﬁ  ve classes, both static and dynamic. Es static evaluation 
has been reported to class status in 2010 the company reviewed.
  The results are summarized in a matrix of structured evaluation in ﬁ  ve areas 
below:
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 Evaluation  matrix
 Matrix  deﬁ  nes ﬁ  ve areas for economic status:
  -area I-static and dynamic unfavorable area;
  - area II-static-area signiﬁ  cantly favorable to dynamic economic situation;Romanian Statistical Review nr. 11 / 2011
  -area III-positive static and dynamic situation;
  -area IV-economic status signiﬁ  cantly favorable to static situation;
  - area V- static and dynamic neutral.
  The situation for the three companies evaluated static and dynamic, is 
presented below.
Performance evaluation - ﬁ  nal results
Table no.4
Evaluation S1 S2 S3
Dynamics Ad Bd Cd
Statics A A C-
General Area III Area V Area I
Conclusions
  Competitiveness can be measured by economic and ﬁ  nancial indicators. The 
accuracy of a model,the possibility that these calculations can be as close to reality is 
directly proportional to the number of indicators analyzed. The number is higher with 
both indicators of competitiveness is the real picture.
  It is estimated that the analysis must be both thorough and efﬁ  cient ﬁ  rms in 
the less powerful to identify the causes that generated them and to base management 
strategy to improve business.
  In the literature although they are common deﬁ  nitions of competitiveness 
(macro / meso, enterprise, business, product assortment) and various practice 
models of competitiveness assessment (evaluation task, quantiﬁ  ed by aggregation, 
assessment of absolute position in the market assortment proﬁ  le competitiveness 
relative quantiﬁ  cation), which in our opinion not widely accepted interpretation.
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Appendix no. 1
MAIN INDICATORS FOR COMPANIES S1, S2, S3
 2008-2010
         
No. Indicator
Company
S1 S2 S3
2008 2009 2010 2008 2009 2010 2008 2009 2010
1
Net result of 
the year – 
thousand lei
323,00 342,93 311,53 106,60 7,93 467,43 2,01 -273,9 -1050,00
2
Equity capital 
– thousand lei
843,25 906,47 1218,00 485,00 758,81 1226,25 125,00 -271,9 -1322,00
3
Turnover – 
thousand lei
7504,32 7926,35 6902,22 7425,00 6929,59 6093,29 3254,00 1491,2 4804,34
4
Total assets – 
thousand lei
11504,26 11357,00 14140,51 2954,05 3138,03 3934,25 2845,00 2602,8 2418,14
5
Total debts – 
thousand lei
8453,34 10501,59 12922,51 1745,00 2544,22 2708,00 1354,00 2865,3 3703,15
6
Employees 
no.
40 50 20 40 50 40 10 30 30
7
Short term 
debts – 
thousand lei
2405,00 3084,15 12922,51 1745,00 2544,22 2708,00 1354,00 2865,3 3703,15
8
Fixex assets – 
thousand lei
4765,89 5768,42 6733,69 1257,42 1356,13 1301,41 5,38 5,38 4,19
9
Staff cost – 
thousand lei
704,32 783,51 637,05 554,20 688,93 583,24 143,20 154,29 502,99
10
Gross proﬁ  t – 
thousand lei
384,52 415,77 373,65 127,00 7,93 536,73 2,01 -273,9 -1050,00Romanian Statistical Review nr. 11 / 2011
Appendix no.2
CALCULATION METODOLOGY
No. Indicators Calculation metodology
1 Commercial proﬁ  tabilty rate (%) (Net result of the exercise/Turnover)x100
2 Financial proﬁ  tability rate (%) (Net result of the exercise/Equity)x100
3 Equity rotation rate (%) (Turnover/Equity)x100
4  Global self-rate(%) (Equity/Total assets)x100
5 Coverage of debt rate(%) (Equity/Total debts)x100
6 Labor productivity Turnover /Employees no.
7 Short terme debt rate (%) (Short terme debts/Total assets)x100
8 Overall debt rate (%) (Total debts/Total assets)x100
9 Overall solvency (%) (Total assets/Total debts)x100
10 Fixed assets rate (%) (Fixed assets/Total assets)x100
11 Staff cost rate (%) (Staff expenses/Gross proﬁ  t)x100
12 Financing rate assets (%) (Equity/Fixed assets)x100
Appendix no. 3
Main indicators for the companies S1, S2, S3 
 2008-2010
No. Indicators
S1-
2008
S1-
2009
S1-
2010
S2-2008
S2-
2009
S2-
2010
S3-
2008
S3-2009
S3-
2010
1
Commercial 
proﬁ  tabilty rate 
(%)
4,30 4,32 4,51 1,46 0,11 7,67 0,06 -18,37 -21,86
2
Financial 
proﬁ  tability rate 
(%)
38,30 37,83 25,58 21,98 1,05 38,12 1,61 100,74 79,43
3
Equity rotation 
rate (%)
889,93 874,42 566,68 1530,9 913,22 496,9 2603,2 -548,38 -363,41
4
 Global self-
rate(%)
7,33 7,98 8,61 16,42 24,18 31,17 4,39 -10,45 -54,67
5
Coverage of debt 
rate(%)
9,98 8,63 9,43 27,79 29,83 45,28 9,23 -9,49 -35,7
6
Labor 
productivity
187,6 158,5 345,1 185,6 138,6 152,3 325,4 49,7 160,1
7
Short terme debt 
rate (%)
20,91 27,16 91,39 59,07 81,08 68,83 47,59 110,09 153,14
8
Overall debt rate 
(%)
73,48 92,47 91,39 59,07 81,08 68,83 47,59 110,86 153,14
9
Overall solvency 
(%)
136,09 108,15 109,43 169,29 123,34 145,28 210,12 90,84 65,3
10
Fixed assets rate 
(%)
41,43 50,79 47,62 42,57 43,22 33,08 0,19 0,21 0,17
11
Staff cost rate 
(%)
183,17 188,45 170,49 436,38 8687,6 108,67 7124,4 154290 502990
12
Financing rate 
assets (%)
17,69 15,71 18,09 38,57 55,95 94,23 2323,4 -5054,5 -31552Revista Română de Statistică nr. 11 / 2011
Appendix no.4
Trade activity indicators (2008-2010)
No. Indicator Mean values
1 Commercial proﬁ  tabilty rate (%) 6,14
2 Financial proﬁ  tability rate (%) 23,21
3 Equity rotation rate (%) 377,98
4  Global self-rate(%) 48,44
5 Coverage of debt rate(%) 35,49
6 Labor productivity 198,09
7 Short terme debt rate (%) 87,26
8 Overall debt rate (%) 136,49
9 Overall solvency (%) 73,27
10 Fixed assets rate (%) 100,48
11 Staff cost rate (%) 115,27
12 Financing rate assets (%) 48,2
Appendix no.5
STRENGHTS, INDIFFERENCE AND WEAKNESSES 
OF THE COMPANIES S1, S2, S3  (2008-2010)
No. Indicators
S1-
2008
S1-
2009
S1-
2010
S2-
2008
S2-
2009
S2-
2010
S3-
2008
S3-
2009
S3-
2010
1
Commercial 
proﬁ  tabilty rate (%)
-1 -1 -1 -1 -1 +1 -1 -1 -1
2
Financial 
proﬁ  tability rate (%)
+1 +1 +1 0 -1 +1 -1 +1 +1
3
Equity rotation rate 
(%)
+1 +1 +1 +1 +1 +1 +1 -1 -1
4  Global self-rate(%) -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1
5
Coverage of debt 
rate(%)
+1 +1 +1 +1 +1 -1 +1 -1 -1
6 Labor productivity 0 -1 +1 0 -1 -1 +1 -1 -1
7
Short terme debt 
rate (%)
+1 +1 0 +1 +1 +1 +1 -1 -1
8
Overall debt rate 
(%)
+1 +1 +1 +1 +1 +1 +1 +1 -1
9
Overall solvency 
(%)
+1 +1 +1 +1 +1 +1 +1 +1 -1
10
Fixed assets rate 
(%)
-1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1
11 Staff cost rate (%) -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 +1 -1 -1 -1
12
Financing rate assets 
(%)
-1 -1 -1 -1 +1 +1 +1 -1 -1
TOTAL +1 0 +1 0 0 +4 +2 -6 -10
CLASS A B A B B A A C C-